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. Hooker says—*This is the error of all Popish
definitions of the' Churéh, that they define it not by
whit it essentially is, but by thet wherein #hey ima-
ine’ théir own .more, perfect thun the rest are,”
Bishop Sanderson says, in_one of his well known

intention of thé‘min_istér is of iho .ewer_w(é of sacra-

. sermans—*“All who outywardly profess the faith and

i

name of. Christ are within- the pale of the visible}

Church.”

Hooker, Sandersun, Hopkins, and Onderdonk,
all champions of the doctrine of the Apostolic
Suceession, never thonght of unchurching and leav-
ing to the uncovenanted mercies of Gop the ortho-
religious hodies around them, who were not eptsco-
pally constituied. If, then, I am inconsistent, as
“Querist” thinks, I have the satisfaction to know
that I am in remarkably good society, and am most
williug to remnin there. \Vith regard to the misti-
nees of the meaning of one of my sentences, of
which “Querist” complaing, I leave a discerning
public to decide, whether it consjsts in the haziness
of niy view, or the cloudiness of his perceptions.

X E. DoVerxer.

The Rectory, Chambly. '

{To the Editor of the Church Guardian.}

Sir,—The following extracts from Sadler's
“One Sacrifice” I send for Canon DuVernet's edifi-
cation, and such as he who, while they hold really
to the thing, vehemently ropudiate the name of
Sacerdotahists,

“Sncerdotalism,” says my author in the Chris-
tian system, “‘can only be the claim to represent
Christ.” All who ecluim to exervise Sacerdotal or
priestly functions claim to do so, simply because
they suppose that when Christ said to the first
miunisters of the Church—*As my Father hath sent
me, even 5o send Iyou.” “Whosoever sing yo xe-
mit, they are remitled unto them,” 1le meant
those ministers to represent Himself by applying to
men the merits of that sacrifice which Ho hed just
offerad on the cross. Those who deny these sucer-
dotal powers must acknmowledge—if they believe
the New Testament at all—that Christ did at the
first, send some persons to represent Him as His
ministers, or ambassadors, or stewards, for some
purposes of grace ; bup they say that Sacordotalists
clain: to ropresont Him unduly, or in ways in which
HMe gave to them no power te represent them.
Now, a very little consideration will be suflicient

to convince the reader that everyone who couse-
crates the Eucbaristic elements, and administers
what he has consecrated, by so doing claims to re-
present Christ in the mest direct way possible.
* ® ¥ * Whatever Holy good ho distributes
from the Altar or Table, he must do it as represent-
ing Christ ; and if for no other reason for this, that
it is undoubtedly the Lord’s Table. No map en
preside at another man’s table, and give food from
it to his guests, unless on the assumption that he
specially represents the person to whom the table
belongs. Ifit bein very deed the Lord’s Table,
He must feed us from it; and if the Lord be not
visibly present, He must feed us by the hands of
those whom He hus appointed, just as when He fed
the multitudes, Ho fed them by the hands of His
Apostles.

All those who celebrate the Lord's Supper pro-
fess to give in it, as Christ’s representatives, what
He gave. If they believe He gave emblems
only, they profess to give the same. If they
believe that He gave something far greater
than emblems, they profess to give the Greater
Thing which they believe He gave. All branches
of the Church Catholic which believe Christ has
left: a visible body, or orggnization believe that this
function of representing Christ at His Altar or
Table rests with the mindstry of this body or
organization. Those clergymen of the Church of
England who, on platforms, declaim agninst Sacor-
dotalism and ‘“‘Sacrificing Priests” in their own
Churches, rigidly confine the actual celebration (..,

the reading of the Consecration Prayer, with the
accompanying manual acts) to those whe ave in
Priest’s Orders. I never heard of their imviting
the clork orthe Scripture rteader, or some devout
communicant to “do this,” And yetit is clear
that the only protest worth anything against Sacer-

-

dotalism ‘which such persens ¢an mike i4'a precti-
¢s] protest of this sort. If seems woree than sbsurd
to deny a priesthood in the Christian ministry, and
yot-to act as if there was a-very exclusive, one every
time you celebrate the characteristic rite.of -the
Gospel.” '

Canon DuVernet's calm consideration.
- QUERIST,

(To the Editor of the Church Guardian.)
8ir,—Mr, DuVernet is speaking more plainly:
in very truth, and while beartily allowing him
credit for thorough conscientiousness, I must, as a
Cathelic Churchman, under which title I am hum-
bly contented to write, most emphatieally dissent
from his views. Iis rejoinder proves nothing-
Irregularity, induiged in by no matter whon, can
never furm e precedent, or furnish authority for a
practice. Admitting thuat' in the years following
the Reformation irregularities gccurred, rendersd
inevitable by the unsettled state of affairs, and the
ignorance of many in authority, does not the rubric
guoted in my last letter shew. that the Church in
o formal and especial matter correcled the defect,
and expressed clearly her mind on the matter?

It is idle for gnybody to pretend not to see plainly
the Church’s position. The Church decreed in her
article, “It is not lawful for any man to take on
him the office of public preaching, or ministering
the sacraments in the cqngregation, before he be
lawfnily called and sent to execute the same.” And
added in her ordinal, *No man shall be accounted
or taken to be o Jawful Bishop, Priest, or Deacon
in the United Church of England and Ireland, or
suflared to execute any of the said function, except
he be called, tried, examined, and admitted there-
unto, according to the form hereafter following, or
hath had  formerly  Episcopal . Consecration or
Ordination,

Is it possible that the S. P. G. could send out
Luthemre missionaries, in the face of such plain
statements as these, from the Prayer Book? What
right have Bisheps to transgress the laws of the
Church, any more than Priests? In taking her
position, the Anglican branch of the Church de-
clared her conformity to Catholic usage. Ske re-
tained carefully thes Apostolic ministry, and as
carefully kept intact her line of succession. What-
aver else Hooker may have said, he certainly did
say to the Dissenters of his day :« “ We require
you to find out best one Church, upon the fuee of
the whole earth, that hath been ordered by your
discipline, or that hath no been ordered by ours;
that is to say, by Episcopal regimen, since the
Apostles,” Whatever be Mr. du Vernet’s idea of
the Catholic Church, I would ask him who it was
who enumerated the three Orders of Bishops,
Priests and Deacons, and said to them : * 1¥ith-
out these there is no Church.”  * Queriest” will be
able {o defend himself, and shew us he can ina
very few words, to which all the saints, and fathers
and doetors of the Church from time immemorial
will bearwitness that “we have an Aligr.”

In conelusion, I should greatly like to bear more
aboutthe S. P. G. matter? Can the Bishops have
possibly been guilty of so great a breach of order?
I cannot easily believe it ! It would be lawless-
-ness, with which ritualistic law-breaking is a trifle
compared.

. ¢ “CarHOLICUS.”

[We have given all sides & fair hearing, and now
the discussion, so far asour columns are concerned,
-must, for tho present at least, close.—Ep. C. G.}

IRREVERENCE AND SENSATIONALISM.

To the Editor of the Church Guardian.

S1r,—In glancing over the columns of 2 copy of
the New FYork Tribune of Monday, 22nd May last,
my eye feli upon the following :—

“Mg. CoLLYER'S TRIBGTE TO EMEReoN.~—The Rev,
Robert Collyer spoke last (Sunday) night, in the
Church of the Messish, upon “Emerson.” When
he rose to begin his lecture he aaid: “I see P. T.
Barnum sitling in & back pew of this church, and

Here, I will pause, leaving the ‘last paragraph to )

1invite hi_r'n to come forward and take a seat in my
family pew. Mr. Barnum always gives me a good
seat in his cireus and I want to give himn as good 8
‘one in " my- church” * Mr. Barnum took ‘the seat
amid the smiles.of the congregation. Mr. Collyer:
then began his.lecture. e

The irrevorence and sensationalism here displayed
is = matural outgrowth of the selfish worldly spirit of
the age—a spirit which, while it seeks to degrade

all religious service to the level of personal ease and
fashionable enjoyment, nevertheless yearns for what
is novel and startling. Is it uot high time the atten-
tion of every Christian was called to the dangerous
tendency of the age in which we live in the direc-
tion just indicated? We sorely need the energy
wasted in promoting strife and division within She
Church’s fold to combat the insidious approaches of
a common foe, _

In the enxly days of Christianity the heathen
world befield the unselfish devotion of Christians
‘one toward anocther with wonder and admiration.
“Behold how these Christians love one another !”
was the common cry. Lucian (himself a heathen)
wrote “Quem admodum omnes inter se fralres
essanb.” - -

"To-day we have the not infrequent spectacle of a
number of wealthy parishioners combinipg to erect
as exnensive and richly upholstered church, the
cost perchance defrayed as follows : Freewill offer-
ings of the congregation, 10 per cent ; debentures,
50 per cent ; debt, 40 per eent; the latter secured
by mortgage or assumed by the congregation. This
chureh is solemnly dedicated to the service of Gob,
but individual selfishness adopts the pew system,
and thus practically excludes the stranger and the
poor. The next step is to securs, at\n handsome
salary, the services of a populax minigter, whose
reputation as a pulpit erator is wide-spread.

The work of the congregation being now sup-
posed complete, it is prepared to sit in judgment
upon the minister selected. Need we wouder that
under such circumstances the minister of Christ is
most dangerously tempted to win persenal popu-
larity and public distinction, by pandering to the
spirit of worldiness that surrounds him. The ten-
dency of the age is aptly illustrated in the internal
arrangements of many (chiefly dissenting) places of
worship which wonld seem especially intended to
place in the foreground the creature rather than the
Creator. The congregation occupy seats arranged
in concentrie cireles. The ‘‘pastor” stands con-
spicuous a8 the common centre. Behind him on a
raised platform he has as a background a perfect
kalcidoscope of fashion, the choir. The congrega-
tion evidently regard the hymns and prayers as
preliminaries. Their motive in coming was not to
worship Almighty Gop but to hear Mr. B.’s ser-
mon ; and Mr. B.'s sermon, if it meets their appro-
val, will consist of much that is novel and sensa-
tional. It will amuse thers and send them home
well pleased with themselves. As a natural con-
sequence, Mr. B. finds himself deluged with delicate
flattery. He lays himself out te please his congre-
gation, and, succeoding, becomes their idol. Need
we be surprized that under such circumstances
with men like Mr. Collyer “the Church of the
Messiah” becomes “my Church.” in the same sense
as Mr, Barnum would call his Circus “kis I”

Whilst we are thankful that our own Church of
England has always 2imed at a high degree of
reverence and decency, yet every one of her mem-
bers ought most assuredly to be slive to this really
serious danger that besets us to-day, for the selfish,
sensational, worldly spirit, if unchecked in its ad-
vance, must eventually destroy all Christian humility
and true devotion.

. 0. Raryoxsp.
Stanley, 5th June, 1882.
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A communication from “Rothesay” is respectfully
declined, as its publication at the present time
would do much more harm than geod.

‘WE have been abliged to hold over several com--
munications which will appear in our next, and we
hope to present our readers with an enlarged and .

greugly improved paper next week.



